&

. and Level. 14. The resdlts are presented in tables. The author 7

DOCUNENT RESUME

e TE - ’
ED 155 213 ‘ k ’ TH 007 216
AUTHOR ‘ Slauqhter, Helen B.; Gallas, Eduln,Js

TITLE Will out-of Level Norm-Referenced Testing Impiove the

. Selection of Program Part1c1pants and the Diagnosis

of Reading Conprehenslon in ESEA Title I Programs?
PUB,DATE « Mar 78 .
NOTE 26p.; Paper presented at the Annual ueetlng of the
. American Educational Research Asscciation (62nd, ’

Toronto, Ontario, Canada, March 27-31, 1978); For
related documents, see TM 007 212 and 215

EDRS PRICE.. MF-$0.83 HC-$2.06 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPIORS * Achievement Tests; Comparative Testlmg,,Dlsadvantage&
Youth; Equated Scores; Grade 6; *Grad¢ Equivalent
6cores; Intermediate Grades; *Low Achievers; Norm ' i )

Referenced Tests; *Norams; Raw Scores; Reading

Achievement; Reading Difficulty; Scores; Standardized

Tests; Test Bias; *Testing; *Testing Problems; *Test .

Interpretation; Test Reliability ) - .
IDENTIFIERS ,Callfornla Achievement Tests; Eleamentary Secondary »

Education Act Tltle I; *Out ct. Level Testing

ABSTRACT

concern was expressed for the pcsesible effects of
testing Elementary Secondary Education ‘Act (ESEA) Title I students
with norm-referenced tests that may be so difficult that mrany
students will have scores in the chance range. The likelihcod of such
students obtalnlng equal scaled scores if they 'were tested with
casier cut-of-level tests was discussed. In this study, twc groups of
sixth grade students were each tested with twc levels of ‘the
California Achievement Test. One group took Level 16, cn-level, and
Level 15, an cut-of-level test, while the other group took Level 16 -

concludes that out-of-level testing of low achievers is, at best, a
1imited solution or stoggap Beasure to the pressing 1netrumentatlon
prchlems in Title I evaluation. (CTH)

\

v ?

* Reproductlons supplied by EDRS are the test that can be made

* from the original document.
*********************t*****************#*********1**************#******-

**#*************Q********************************11******* **********)ﬁ




° ° ‘

Will Qut-of-Level Norni-Referenced Testing Improve the Selection of

Program Part1c1pants and the Diagnosis of\ Reading

Comprehension in ESEA Title I Programs?

Standardized norm- referenced téstlng programs have generally’

™ posed some serious problems for popu1at1ons that tend ‘to score far

below the mean of the national norm group. Teét results appear to be

- less meaningful, and student-teacher frustration increased, as large

groups of low-achieving students receive scores that approach the chance

————

level on norm-referenced tests. Tagst cohpany representatives have

. @ » . .
suggested and the RMC Research Conporation has recommended that -
out-of-level testing of students in schools containing large numbers

s 1 .
of Tow- achievers would provide a solution to this pressing instrumenta-

“tion proofem, and 1mprove the evaluation of programs designed for

1ow-achieving groups such as ESEA rit1e‘I Both the test compan1es
and the RMC Research Corporation have assumed that tests prov1d1ng
an expanded standard sqore sca1e w111 permit cenversions of students’
out-of-level raw scores to in-Tevel percentile norms and that the

students' percenti1e rank (or NCE) will be essent1a11y the same as .

: wou1d have been obta1ned if the appropriate grade Tevel test had been

:used (Roberts, 1976).

o ’" The major purpose of this study was to test,
E

that groups of Students in, 1ow agh1ev1ng schools would 1ndeed obtain

the assumption

t

the same 1nterpret1ve score, e.g., percent11e rank and NCE, when

4

testing on read1ng tests that were des1gned for students one or more

years below the1rvgrade.p1acement level as they would have obtained on

foa ot
N

3

b4




. .
%
’

. graqq level tests. After exploring the main effect of out-of-level
Jtesting upon mean NCE level, the iﬁp]ications of out-of-Tevel testing
for selection.of Title)I program partiEipants'and for improv?ﬁahthe

assessment of student achievement for very low proficiency readers were

’

determined. \ .

.\ Method

4

&

Tre 1977 edition of the Ca1ifqrnia-Achievement Test, Form c
(CAT/C), 1eve]§ 14, 15 and 16, Reading Comprehension subtest, was used
to test sixth grade students in Title I schools. Each student took the
on-level test, CAT/C, }eve1 16, designed. for.grades 515 to 6.9 and one
of two below-level tests, level 15 designed for grades 4.5-5.9 or )
level 14 de§ignqd\%or grades 3.5-4.9. The CAT/C was especially designéd
for functional level Eesting in that locator tests were provided for
selection of the appropriate test level and instructions were written
‘;L that multiple levels of the test could be administered concurrently.

A balanced testing design was used in which half of the

;tudents in each of the four classes took’ the oA>Jevel test first

ané—the off-Tevel test two days later; the proEgdu e was reversed for

the other half of the group. Research Group A jN=4 _took- the on-level

\

test and the one-level-below-level test (CAT{C 15). Research Group B

(N=54) took the on-level Eest and a test twos+levels-Helow Teyg1 <:‘-/
(CAT/C 14). '

2, ’ S .

Students vere given CAT/C Locator-Test 1 during the week .
previous }o testind. Locator test scoreé}Were-not used to assign test
levels bt were used to exp1ore'imp1ic§tfpns rég:rding numbers- of

Title I students who woh1d\Qe_assigned.1ower level tests on this basis,

s - ?u N N - R ;
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and to further study the ramifications*of'indtvidua1ized testing for

"Title.I populations. (A subsidiary study of individualized testing
zrried out at'threeigther schoo1s-us1ng locator test scores and
teacher judgment indicated that teachers invariably based their

N selection of CAT/C test level upon locator test scores.)

/ “

Results and Discussion

' pre

Since there were no order effects for either of the research

groups, data for students tested e%ther first or sec6nd on the in-and-

out-of-level tests were combined.

—

The results shown in Table 1 indicate that 1ow-achieving
students tested two-1eve1s:be1ow g;ade level obtained statastica11y

significant (p<.001) 1ower'standard scale and NCE scores than they
v 'Y

~hobtdined from on-level tests. Students tested one-level-below grade
level also rece1ved'1ower norm-referenced test (NRT) scores on the

off-1evé1 test than they obtained on the on-level test byt the

d1fference was not stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant "It is' mentioned here

4

. becauseﬁjt\guggests a systemat1c trend of’ decreas1ng NRT scores
N
accompanying an increase in the number of Tevels below-grade-level at

which students are tested Th1s may be espec1a11y 1mportant s1nce

Research Group B, tak1ng CAT/C 1eve1s 14 and 16, was a 1ower ach1ev1ng

'Iu.‘“""

-group than Research Group A and 1ssues of the effects of funct1ona1-

level testing are especially pertinent to assessing the achievement of
‘that sector of the popu1at10n “As was expected, students }E hcth

. research groups achieved sign1f1cant1y higher raw scores on the below-
1eve1 tests than from the on-level tests 1nd1cat1ng that the lower 1eve1
tests were .indeed easier for most students. Corre]at1ons between -test

,Teve}s were sign1f1cant1y h1gh;

1 v . °
- S
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In intérpreting these resu1ts, it should .be noted that the
RMC Research Corporation (Roberts, 1976) recommends out- of Tevél '
~testing for 1ow-achieving groups whose mean is about a third df a
standard deviation higher'than the median even if the average raw
score of a group is above chance level as were both research groups
here. For the combdned research greups (N=101), the raw score mean
(M=18. 35) for CAT/C 16 was apprdiimate1y one fourth of a standard
deviation (SD=8. 25 h1gh§§ than the median (Mdn 16. 29) This wou1d
suggest that some students were experiencing f]oor effects but not

quite of the magnitude suggested by Roberts for out-of—1eve1 testing.

Insert Tab1e 1 about here .
el R N ‘--;

The RMC technica1 paper also sugéested that it was_geherally
only necessary to drop one test level in out-of- 1eve1 test1ng to
"1mprove" the testing s1tuat1on for low<4achieving groups ‘We examined
this presdpposition in a number of ways in our study. First we used

the CAT/C locator test scores to-estimate the .number and percentage of
B ) o . , i . o
Title I students that would have been assigned to lower-level tests

-

AN . I AN ",
in ar“individualized functional-level testirnig:program. As indicated

[}

T in Tab]e 2, ‘Sata regard1nq test Tevels prescr1bed by Locator Test 1
lwou1d overwhe1m1ng1y se1ect be]ow 1eve1 tests for this part1cu1ar
samp1e of Title I students. /The resu1ts show that 5; percent would
have been tested at two or mOre 1eve1s below grade level and as a who1e

0 - >

when the 15 percent prescribed at level 15 were included, 73 percent

ofuthe group wou%d have been tested below level.

- e ® e ® e @ m mim ®ewe - = -




The quest{on that arises immediately, is whether or not such
. « . .

extensive out-of-level testing would “have been warranted. For this

\
purpo§e the data were blocked and analyzed separately for students at .

three proficdency levels on each }evel of the'test.~ Students were’
'judged at floor leve] if they obtaifed a-score that could have been
obtained by chance,uj.e.,f10 or fewer raw score points out of 40 ;<

) posstoje'points. Our definition of f]oor‘]eye] may be‘low since’some.
measurement experts, e.g., Gulliksen (1950, p."263)., would.consider
scores within one or even two standard’deViations of a chance score

to also be at floor level. Students were considered in-range if they

obtained a raw score of 11 to 30. Ceiling effects were defined Bs

2

31 or more raw score points. Table 3 displays NCE means for proficiency

groups defined !or both the in-level and out-of-ﬂeve] tests. LTab]e_A‘

in the appendix presents the standard score dgta ) Eight'students in
Research Group A and fourteen students in -Research Group B, or a tota]
of 22 percent were at the f]oor‘]eve] on the CAT/C ]eve] 16 test

There is a tremendous difference between 22 percent in need of easier

tests based upon emp1r1ca] resu]ts and the 73 percent pred1cted by .the

]ocatgr test.

- . = = m e = e = .----I--
Insert Table 3 about here

B | .
-
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*  There has been some pecu]ation that ]ower norm-referenced

scores received by Jow- ach1ev1ng groups on off-level tests may more”

truly reflect the acZﬁevement levels of Title I Students. we disagree

with that prop The: data presented in Tables 3 and 4 1nd1cate
that students who received in- range scores on one or both ]eve]s of .

the test received higher -norm-referenced scores, e.g., NCEs or/
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\ . '} ] : ' e
percentiles, for on-level tests. Students scoring in-range on level 16

recered a*mean_of.5.9 NCEs'higher (p<.001) for CAT(C:1eve1 16" than

they received on level 14.

©

. Studénts.scoring‘fn;range.and'at the floor Tevel on both test ~

levels 14 and 16 also received signifigent]y higher NCE:means for the

. ?n-]eve12test (Tab1e 4), The_other proficiengy'group means were also
vhigher for the-onzlevel. test but differences were not statisticg]]&‘

signifiéant: It would seem imporfant in current nationwide focus upon
low achievement not to furthejsﬁugment_the position of groups who

disparage the achievement of today's students. -

\.’ e m e e e e e e e e e omte .
\

The number of students at floor level on the off-level test
: . ) N
was not remarkably different -than that of.the on-ievel test. Nineteen

students or three less than for the on-level test also scored at the

’chance Tevel on the beﬁdwilevej _tests! There was even an ‘increase of -
;one f]eor Tevel score-for CAT/C level 15 over~1eve1 16. - (This can -

, eas1}y have wccurred py chance.) Therefore the data presented in "
Table 3 suggest that testing QEry ]ow-prof1c1ency readers one or even
two test“levels below grade p1etement does not solve the problem of 5 o
‘providing adequate instrumentationnfor testidg the reading performance @Z‘}

-

of the 19 to 20 percent of students in the very Tow- -achieving group. ‘.
To further exp1ore th1s quest1on the number of students s;oring

at the same prof1c1ency level on both ?n ~and off—1eve1 tests, espec1a11y

. those at f]oor level, was exam1ned Table 4 1nd1cates that 5 students. -

or 11 percent in. ‘group A were at floor level on hoth tests and 7 students

~

or 13 percent in group B were at floor level on both tests.' Probably &

R




— §
" test difficulty. T N\

‘examined. All students at f1oor level on level 16 had received locator

_level 13 and one was at level 14 Of the six of -seven students at

“test. 'Of course, of 32 students receiving locator test placements of - |

R

-

some degree of test unre11ab111ty, often ment1oned in cofnection with

low- ach1evers, combined w1th exact criterion levels aécounts for the -« -

reduction from 20 percent of one test score to 12.percent on two test
. '~

1 4 Te— .
scores being at chance or floor level. (Table B in the appendix

~

presents the standard score data.) As seep in Table 5-a few students
. . 18

in-range on either test scored.at the floor on the othe;rregard1ess of

-

In order to more clearly understand the phenomenop of "below

chance level" achievement test scores, the locator test scores of

students scoring at floor level on level 16 or on both levels were

test placements 1ndicating a lower level o% the CAT/C was needed. A1l
students at floor level on both\tests had rece1ved locator test
p1acanents of at least one 1eve1 below the lowest level of the test
they -had taken., 0f the five students}at floor level on both levels 15’

and 16, one received a locator test placement of 12, three were at- .

floor level on 1eve1s 14 and 16 for whom locator test scores were
Ve

available, five placed at level 13 and one at 1eve1 12 on the locator . '

L

12 or 13, only 12 students actually required tests this far removed

’
Vs -

from grdde placement level. ~
2. After examining locator test scores, the T1t1e I reading
s Y

teachers were questioned regard1ng the character1st1cs of the floor-

M

P (
SN

level group. Five of “the twelve students who scored at the chance .
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| Tevel on both tests were classified as‘1earning disability phi1dren.

L

; . The reading ability .of the remaining students was described as low third
grade or end: of second grade instructional level and their behavigr was
t descrjbéd a§ immature or needing a great deal of guidance in the
reéding process. One.thld had an unusually limited.language and
experientiaf background. Only one child; described as a very good
‘ thinker, came cse to the category 6f non-reader. The reading profi-.
ciency of students who'had been at floor on-level #it in-range c?f—1eve1'
waé judged somewhat higher by-tﬁe teachers. (wa-of these ten
children were é1so\1earning disability children and o;e other was
making a rapid trahsition from Spanigh to English reading.) ~In
_?ebruary, teachers tested five ch{fdren on the level 1? and 13 tests -
; v and a1{ but one 1earﬁin9 gisabijity student received {n~range.te§t
scorés.' It seems that CAT/C, level 13, designed for grade b]aceﬁént
2.5-éi9 may match the students' reading proficiéncy level acéording to

(2 M o
both teacheF judgment and actual test performance.

. .
Table 6 displays data showing‘the shifts occurring between -
percentages of students scoring at'various proficiency ﬁévé1s with .
out-of—]eve1'testing: It appears that there is a greater shift
towards' more ceiling effects with out-of-level testiﬁg\£han there is

a decrease in the percentage of floor effects. Further, only 69 percent

of the group scored at the same proficiency 1éve1‘on bothftests.

---------------

', In terms of stanine, NCE and percentile rank equivalents of
. 4
raw score intervals for on- and off-level tests, Table 7 presents data

indicating that a greater probability, i.e., greater stanine range, of

we .S g
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'cei1ing than floor eﬁfects:gpn be expegted for all levels on this
s r ¢ ) J

. p&rq subtest. For exajaple, chance raw scores extend into

ostﬁnine” o for level 16 while ceiling effects 1ncludg stanines seven

througb nine. (By thé end of grade‘six, ceiling effects extend intoc S
stanine six. ) -Chance raw scores for level 14, two 1eve1s below grade
p1acement, are conf1ned within stan1ne one wh11e ce111ng effects .
’1nc1ude stanines five through nine. This shows the magnitude of raw

score points required te obtain a similar percgnt11e rank on a'1ower

'j1eve1 test than wou]d be required on an on- -level test.

R R R R R

Students”are sgmejimes se]ectéd for participation in T1t}e I

programs 6p the basis df standardized test scores. A stanine range. .

of 1-3 is a common criterion for defining the Title I target population. °-
Ths/data present. in Table 8 show that if student§ are tested oﬁéﬂleye1$‘
below grade p1aéehent there 5}11 be an increase of six percent i}.éhe
target population. 'Tﬁg increase for Research Group A was‘from 28 pgréent
for on-level Eésting to 34 percent for off-level testing. In Research
Group B, 57 percent ‘of students tested two levels be1ow grade p1acement
would be selected as tﬁrget students wh11e on1y 46 percent .were \
se1ected when tested on-level. TherefOre testing two 1eve1s be]ow

resbﬂted in 1ncreas1ng‘the target group by 11 percent.

- . e wm e = e e oW e = om W o=

The combined reseérdh groups 1nc}eased the target~popu1at10n "

a

by 9 percent when testing one or two levels be]ow 1eve1, an 1ncrease

e}

from 38 percent on-1eve1‘to 47 percent off—1eve1 A1though groups A%and B

11
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-

were not eQua1,'they are both‘part of the'eligib1e target school popu-
1ation in one‘distrfot. If an individyalized testing program were
nanemented rather*an‘a controlled design, a tar;get-\popuiation
se1ected upon the basis of test scores wou]d be increased re]at1ve to

the numbers of lower level -tests adm1n1stered. v

Fad

-

Lonclusions and Recommendations— e

’

Some previous research comparing the out-of-level test scores
of TitTe I students in Rhode Is1and with on- 1eve1 test scores found

that different grade equivalent scores were¢obtained for off level and

=g

on-level tests (Long, Schaf{ran and Ke11ogg, 1977) Grade-equ1va1entlf¢ )

scores were lower for grade four students when tested be]ow-1eve1 and
higher for grades two and three students when tested below-level. The

'f1nd1ngs of this study agree with the Rhode Is]and fourth grade resu]ts
¥
in that sixth grade students in the T&son Unified School District:*

’

Titlé 1 program obtained lower derived scores., i'.e‘fis; when tested
vel.

While that ~ .-
.. < \‘/u
study used the Gates MacG1n1t1e ReadﬂngwIest and this one used the * . .~

below level than when tested at -grade placement Tevi

CAT/C Readihg Comprehension subtest both stud1es suggest a need to v

reexamine the procedures uSed to develop norms for tests to be used at.
both grade and functional ]eve] RatheH than re1y1ng 5ole1y upon over=
lapping each level of the CAT/C in the spr1ng w1th‘the next hlgher test
level in constructing _the expanded standard score_sca]es, empf*ica%_ .

" noms should be' developed for.out-of-level testing by testing'students

" at multiple test levels ip .the norming procedure. If a systematic

"bias to derived scores;of out-ofilevelftests_reﬁains a’'problem, perhaps

»

a regression'formula could be~used te provide an-estimated in-level
— .

\ - ¢ : ,,’ *
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der1ved score. As stated by Long ‘et.al., (}2]7 p. 212), “Clearly
_th1s study indicates weaknesses in cross-form scaling of the test
used,"'

The jssue of test fa1rness to low- ach1ev1ng students 1s
becom1ng 1ncreas1ng1y 1mportant as more political pressure is put upon
educators to maintain minimum standards in basic skill areas. As was

found in this study and in the Rhode Is1and study, even larger percent-
. ages of students wou1d Lé se1eo¢ed for remedial-type programs on the
bas1s of off-level tests than on th{sbas1s of grade level tests. It
would seem that the last thing-a Tow ach1ever needs is a” test4that is

" even more difficult to "pass'1than those cyrrently in use. o

A reasonable plan for Tit1e I'}esting would seem to be to

test mOst students on-level and to retest only students scor1ng below

L]

chance 1eve1 on locator tests and the prescribed lower- level test.

However, the data from on- and of f- 1eve:£tests should be kept separate.

for both 1nd1v1dua1 and group evaluati purposes. If a test were

adm1n1s§gred one, }eve1 below level, the use of a percentile band’ for B
1nd1v1dua1 sgores wou1d probably sufftce, however the actual need ﬁﬂd S
seems' to be ??r%tests two or more levels below grade plagement for” - ‘i¥ :
1the’very 1ow proficiency reader. (The CAT/C has more refined 1eve1s *
than other test batteries_so the numberiof levels oe1ow'grade placement
used'wi11 be dependent upon the test batterx.)‘ Also, the effegxs of -

-‘out-of-level testing will have to be researched }or each’ d1fferent rade ‘ .
level and test battery. ) p , : ’_ //g

The va1ue of out-of- 1eve1 testing is that it is one way to

measure the ach1evement of some very Tow proficiency readers rather

-

than to treat all low achi'evel'as a void. It is important to obtain

4
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- ‘ .
in-range scores for as large a number of students as possible. Yet,

we must quesfion the adequacy of the lower levels of the CAT/C»?S a

criterion-referenced measure of the reading proficiency of older‘low

ach{evens. The eerm functional Tevel testin »nas been avoided in
tonneét?on with this study as.the CAT/C and.otnen eurvey.teéts may

not be.eomprehensine enough to adeduate1y neasure functiona1';ead1ng
prof#ciency, especially for studenes at increasing1y higher‘g’%de
‘leve‘ls.l In kact, there is‘p}obab1y a traqe-off bétween how well a
lower-level test serves as an appropriate, measure of functional reading
performence and the congruence of derived off- and on-]evel test
scores."Reading is measured in.a somewhat differene-way in the CAT/C
level 12 and 13 tests than in ﬁeve] 16: WAt the lower levels there are
fewer comprehension items following passages and sentence 1eng§h

14

comprehension, structural analysis and word recognition items are ™

inc1uded The tests also require a quided test1ng techn1que where oral

d1rect1ons are frequently given during the testJng sess1ons Therefore,\

the 1ever 12 and 13 approach to testing seems‘appropriate to reading
thaviors of "chance level" students as described by the reading
teachers. .

+ . . P ) :
It appears that out-of-level testing of low-achievers-is at

best a limited solution or stobgap measure to the pressing instrumenta-

tion problems in Title I evaluation. One ia reminded of the dilemma

of a chefbwho'hés'a saucepan without a‘hand1e which s/he wi11'n6t throw
away. for 1ack ,of a replacement. Yét the saucepan is very awkward to .
use. One can use it but it is tricky. That 1s the situation at present

for anyone try1ng to irlerpret test results from out-of-level tests.

*
A

‘ ’
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Table 1. Compari%on of Reéding AcqiéVement Scores of Sixth Grade Students Tested On and Below
Grade Leve] on the CAT/C :
’ \

€

NN " RS SS NCE Percentile Equivalents
i ‘ SD M SD ‘ M . SD\i of NCE Means
Group A
Level 15 47 " 22.3 10.1 475.2 71.9  44.2 22.0 38.4
Level 16 47 , 20.7 © 8.6 481.3 63.0 46.2 20.6 43.2
Difference -1.6%* . 6.1 2.0 4.8
Group B ?
Level 14 54 20.0 9.1 4351  s58.4 1m0 7 18.5
Level 16 54 16.3 7.4,  452.3 55.2 36.4 2 25.9
Di fference =3, TH*x 17.2%%* 5., 3%%* \L 714
. . . ’\
Corre]ationg : /
. ) ; A . /
Levels 15 and 16  .83*** .+, 8Qkkk I (L :
Levels 14 and 16 . 86*** L83k*x //83*** . . -

Z

]Note: Correlated t tests were uséd to compare the s1gny41cance of the d1fference
bétween .means for all but the percentile equ1va}ents of NCEs.

vpi.os

ek p <., 001 . SR
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Table 2. CAT/C Test Levels Prescribed by Locator Test 1 ¢
:' A - ) '
Group . , . CAT/C Levels . ?
T - 12 13 14 15 - . 16 17 Total
. NOY NCOo%oN % xw % N % N*
A 25 921 N 2 190 10 23- 37 43
B 36 183 9119 %12 M2 12 48
Tota] 5 6 27 30 %20 32 14 15 21 23 09
,‘:x ’
* Some students were absent on tﬁe cia the locator test \.nas
administered "o -
3 —~
3
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Table 3. Comparison of NCE Means for Groups Blocked on Floor,
' Ceiling and In-Range Proficiendy Léyvels and In-and-
Out-of-Level Tests '
Group A Profiéjeqcy Groups VAia CAT/C Level 16
Test * Floor / In-Rarige Ceiling Total
NoMo N M N o N M
- CAT/C 15 8 17.6 32 44, 7 75.0 47 44.2
CAT/C 16 \8 15.6 - 32 47.1 7 77.4 47 46.2
Difference -Z.Q 3.0 2.4 2.0
Group A Proficiency Groups Via CAT/C Level 15
{ L ’
CAT/C 15 9 14.3 25 40.5 , 13 71.9 47 p4.2
~CAT/C 16 97 22.3 25 43.5 13° 68.2 47 /4642
Difference " 4 3.0 3.7 2.0
- ’ . /
Group B Preficiency Groups Via CAT/C Level 16
Test A/// Floor - - In-Range *Ceiling Total
CNOM N M N M N M
CAT/C14 14 14,2 37 34.9 - 37639 54 31.1
tCAT/C'!G\ ) 14 16,4 ‘ 37 40.8 3 75.6 54 36.4
Difference 2.2 5.9%xx 11,7 5. 3wkx
\ . ;
.Gfoup B Proficiency Groups Via CAf/C Level 14 -
, ;| AR . /
CAT/C 14 10 6.2 35 31.2 9 58.8 -/ 54 31.1
CAT/C 1@ . 10 21.5 35 34.2 9 61f3,, 54 36.4
, : , A 7
Difference 15.3%* ~ 3.0 2/.;‘/ 5, JHu
** p <.01 ‘
.t -~ T \ -

~k%% p < 001

% l'_y‘,(~’ -
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. - . Scoring at the Same Proficiency Levels on CAT/C Levels '
NETR .- 14, 15, and 16
. \ 's
o G}oup A'(N=34)‘ One-kevel-Below On-Level ,
" Praficiency er%ups CAT/C 15 ) CAT/C 16
) . \ N M. . aSD, M SD Difference
- ‘ |
Floor 5 11.9 7.6 13.6 :8.0 1.7
In-Range 22 42.3 9.2 % 46.8 12.1 4.5
Ceiling | 7 75.0 10.7 77.4 5.1 2.4
] .
Ki ’-"-:- ....................................................................
Group B (N=36) ° Two-Levels-Below - On-Level °°
Proficiency |Groups CAT/C 14 CAT/C 16 - ’
- . . N M SD : :M SD Difference 4.
Floor \ 7 6.2 5.2 6.5 5.1 10. 3%
In-Range \ 27 32.9 7.9 - 37.5 1.5 o 4.6%%
Ceiling \ 2 72.5 173 ~ 78.37 16.0 5.8
*p < .05 \ | o . : '
¢ %k poc 001 R '
Table 5. -Comparison of NCE Means for Students at Floor and, ) A
In-Range on In-and-0ff Level Tests L , A
' N CAT/15 CAT/16 - |
Group A . M SD M SD Difference
Floor on 16, In-Range on 15 3  27.1 3.3 18.9 5.0 -8.2
F‘I‘sﬁr on 15, In-Range on 16 4 - 17.3 ---  33.2 5.4 15,9 &
L e Nt —— b e
. : ) N CAT/14 CAT/16
Group B . M . SD m SD Difference
Floor on 16, In-Range on 14 7 22.1 5.2 16.4 7.9 i -5.7
. Floor on 14, In-Range on -6 3 6.1 4.8 33,2, 2.9 27.1 .. .

°

~}qb1e«4}f Comparison 6f NCE Means for Groups of Grade Six Students
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\‘Tablé 6. Number and Percentage of 101 Students at Proficiency
Levels on In-Level, Out-of-Levkl and Both Levels of

the CAT/C
BN -
R Both Le9e1;2 " In-Level Out-of-Level
N % N % N%
In-Range 49 49 - 69 68 60 59
Ceiling .9 .9 10 10 22 2
Floor 12 12 - 2 2 19 19 7
3 , ?
Total - 70 69 101 100 101 100
) [
)
%
t .
[} ~ » ¥

<0
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Table 7.' Raw Score Cutoff Paints for Stanines, Percentile Rank, and Near?st Who1e NCE for Grade 5 1 Students
for CAT/C, Levels 14, 15 and 16, Reading Comprehensmn Subtest .

] \ .

. Stanine, -Percentile Rank and NCE - .~ :
Staniné 1 2 3 -4 7 5 6 7.7 _-8.. . 9
. Percentile Rank  1-4 ~ . 5-10 11-22 23-40  41-59° " 60-77 . 78:89  90-95% .96-99
NCE . 1213 '715-23°  24-3-  34-45 - 45-55 . 55-66 ~  66-76  -77-85  87-99
CAT/C 16 ’ . . A 7 :
RS . , 0- 8% -9-10*% 11-14) 15-20 . 21-25, - 26-30. 31-34*%  35-36**  37-40%**
CAT/CTS S o . i . e
RS 0- 9% 10-11*  12-16 17-23 24-29 30-34%*.  35-36%%  37.38%%  39-40**
CAT/C 14 ! o . ' : . .
RS. e 0-10*  11-14 15-21 22-28 - 29-33** 34-36** ‘\37:38'**‘; 39%* - 40%*
Tote: 0ff-level raw scores%ere converted to off- 1eve1 standard scores which were converted(to,on-ieve1
percentiles for grade 6.1. .. ~
Chance level raw score range 1-10. , - R S _ °
*Ceﬁingi:ievd ray score range 31‘-40. ) -~ ' ’ R
- CF o )
Tt e T ( : ) -
“ . p g%’%; ) '
_1 : ‘
R . . ;' ) ) “
. A ¢
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éize of Target Groups, Stanines 1-3;—for Students
Tested at Nominal 1sxgl/ggd/0n or Two levels
Below Nominal-Leve

Research Group A

- Total Group tested

On Level (CAT/C, 16) target group
One Leve] Below (CAT/C, 15) target‘group
Difference . !

a

Research Group B

" - Total troup tested

On Level (CAT/C,-16) target group
Two Levels below (CAT/C, 14) target group
Difference

Combined Research Groups

Total Group tested .

> On ﬁ;ve1 (CAT/C, 16)- target group .
Off Leve® (CAT/C, 15 & 14) §§rget group

Qifference
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Table A,

-

e

\ . ra,

Comparison of Standard Score Means for Groups Blocked on Floor,
Ceiling and In-Range Proficiency Levels on In-and-Out-of-Level
Tests.,: ;

PSR :

Gréup A
Tests

'CAT/C 15
CAT/C 16
Diff.

_CAT/C 15
CAT/C 16
Diff.

>~ }

| Proficiency Groups Via Level 16 Test
. Floor | In-Range Ceiling
M N M N’
3879 ° 32 474.9 7
387.5 32 4824 7
N '04 7.5 ‘ .t

M
576.0
584.1

8.1

Proficiency Groups Via Level 15 Test
377.8 25  463.0 13 ' 565.9
408,2 25 470.1 13 553.8
30.4 7.1 -12.1

47
&7 4814

6.2

\

Group B
Tests

CAT/C 14
CAT/C 16
Diff,

)

A

CAT/C 14

CAT/C 16
Diff.,

Prg{iciency Groups Via Level 16 Test
Floor (“\\ In-Range Ceiling
M NN M N M
379,6 3% 539.7
387.5 37 577.7
7.9 38.0,

441.7 3
46637 3
19.0

l

Proficiency Groups Via Level 14 Test

352.3 35
403.6 35
51,3

435,7 9
445.8 9
10.1

524.9
531.8
6.9

\
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Table B, Comparison of Standard Scores er Proficiency Groups of Students on

Two Test Levels.

€

v .

Below Level

= CAT/16

, : Dift.
Group A (15/16) . W M s M SD 4
Proficiency Groups ¢ .
Floor, Both Levéls . : . 5. 367.2 . 34.9 - 381.2  23.1 * °14.0

_ In-Range, Both Levels Y 468.6 29.0 480.0 28,5 - 11,4
Cetling, Both Levels - 7 576.0 35.5 584.1 17.0 8.1 ,
Floor on 16, .In-Range on 15 3 4223 - 11.7 398,0 .15.6 ' -24.3
Floor on 15, Iri-Range on 16 4 391%0 ~ 442.,0 17.3 ~ 51,0

0 .
e — e “
Group B (14/16)
Proficiency Groups : .
Floor, Both Levels 7 03521 16 386.8,. 18.7  34:7
In-Range, Both Levels_ v 27 461,3  .24.9  , 456.6 23,4 5.3
Ceiling, Both Levels © 2 566.5 -54.4 ~587.5 - 54,4 21.0°
Floor on 16, In-Range on 14 * 7  407.0  16.8~ -’ 388,1 2.6  -18.9 \
Eloor on 14, In-Range,on 16 3. 352.7 11,5 . 442,17~ 8.1 90.0 : q
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